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ABSTRACT
THE GENRE OF THE LINGUISTICS ARTICLE WITHIN STUDIES OF LANGUAGE
VARIATION AND CHANGE: A DIACHRONIC PERSPECTIVE, 1891-2015
David Durian, M.A.
Department of English
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Philip Eubanks, Director
I analyze the rhetorical and structural elements of the genre of the linguistics article,
specifically within the subfield of studies of language variation and change, also known as
"American sociolinguistics." As my analysis demonstrates, the genre of the linguistics article in
studies of language variation and change can most profitably be analyzed as having been shaped
by intellectual movements occurring during three distinct eras. During the first era (1891-1954),
the variationist linguistics article was primarily a "discovery text." That is, many of the topics
discussed are first studies of those topics or first studies of the communities in which particular
linguistic phenomena occur. During the second era (1955-1984), the variationist linguistics
article became reconfigured from discovery text into a true scientific analysis text. Throughout
this era, the methods of linguistics were being refined, the autonomy of the field was being more
robustly established, and the robustness of the scientific methods employed in the analysis of
linguistic data were strengthened. During the final era (1985-2015), the methods of analysis,
discussion, and exploration of linguistic data trends developed during the previous era became
further refined and perfected. During this era, more precise statistical tools for analyzing
linguistic trends developed, while the theoretical apparatus for discussing those trends matured.
Ultimately, as my analysis demonstrates, the genre of the linguistics article proves
interesting to study for several reasons from the perspective of genre theory. First, it provides us

	
  

with a rather salient example of how genre conventions track the social action of critical
commentary versus the social action of scientific study within a given field of study. Unlike
many of the other scientific fields that have been studied in genre studies previously, linguistics
provides a unique field for study, one that transformed quickly from one that was mostly a
humanistic enterprise before the late 19th Century--that is, one considered primarily with
language history and philology from the perspective of language as a lifeform--to one that
become increasingly a scientific one, particularly from middle of the 20th Century onward. As
the discussion of the material in Chapters 4 and 5 will show, this transformation was not only
rapid, but also quite complete, once it took hold. In demonstrating this transformation, I provide
the field of genre studies with a robust example of what Bazerman was attempting to
demonstrate in his work on the Royal Society--the fact that a new relationship among
intellectuals was emerging with the turn to the scientific in linguistics as spearheaded within
variationist studies by the work of William Labov; thus, a new kind of standard writing emerged
to mediate between them.
A second area where my study makes a contribution to genre studies is its use and
implementation of a new kind of hybrid methodology for approaching the study of the genre of
scientific writing, by combining Miller's focus on genre as social action with the emphasis on the
structural components of the scientific article one finds in the work of researchers such as
Swales, and the structural and organizational elements of professional texts of researchers such
as Bhatia and Berkenkoter and Huckin. My analysis investigates the structural aspects of the
genre by employing Swales's CARS (Creating a Research Space) for exploring the structural
aspects of introductions found in my data corpus throughout Chapters 4, 5, and 6, while also

	
  

considering the organizational and structural elements of the writing more generally within the
context of larger movements in the field. In addition, it mixes this approach to the social and the
structural with Bazerman's context-rich approach of incorporating a detailed analysis and
discussion of the situation and historical contexts surrounding the development of genre
conventions within a field of study. In doing so, this hybrid approach provides new insights into
the genre of the research article more generally.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
In the following thesis, I analyze the rhetorical and structural elements of the genre of the
linguistics article. Although previous research has addressed academic writing in other fields of
scientific inquiry, for example, the physical sciences (e.g., Bazerman, 1988; Meyers, 1990),
psychology (e.g., Berkenkotter, 2001), economics (e.g, Ning, 2008), and studies of English for
academic purposes (e.g, Swales, 1990, 2004), such a study has yet to be conducted in the field of
linguistics. As my study demonstrates, the linguistics article has a definite form and function,
with a number of genre elements firmly established in the present day that are both sound and
well grounded given the nature of the data analyzed.
Linguistics is a large field of study, and thus, to narrow my investigation, I focus here on
the subfield of language variation and change, also known in some quarters as "American
sociolinguistics" or "variationist" linguistics. Data for the analysis is drawn from several of the
field's leading journals. These include American Speech, Language in Society, Language
Variation and Change, and The Journal of Sociolinguistics. To provide as large a time window
as possible for the analysis, American Speech is relied on heavily, as it has the longest
publication history of all of the journals in the field, having begun publication in 1925. It also
served as the "chronicle of note" for the field from roughly 1925 to the early 1960s, with many
of the most important studies conducted during the era being published in its pages. An earlier
companion publication to American Speech, Dialect Notes, is included as a fifth key publication
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since doing so allows an even longer period for diachronic analysis. Dialect Notes began
publication in 1891 and was the "key publication" from 1891 to 1925, when it was replaced in
this role by American Speech.
Beyond these journals, I reference and discuss a number of key linguistics works written
during the time period under discussion that influenced the changes to the structure and
presentation of the articles in the field of language variation and change, and their influence is
discussed via the course of the analysis. This is done by investigating how the presentation of
ideas and analysis in these works was adapted and adopted by articles in the data corpus
following the publication of those works. These works include Bloomfield's Language (1933),
Chomsky's Syntactic Structures (1957), Labov's The Social Stratification of English in New York
City (1966/2006), Milroy's Language and Social Networks (1980), and Eckert's Language
Variation as Social Practice (2000), among others. Via this larger consideration of published
ideas, I investigate the influence of a range of important social, intellectual, and organizational
changes to the writing context, presentation, analysis, and description of linguistic studies of
language and their interface with social structure. This includes events such as the so-called
"Chomsky revolution" (Newmeyer, 1980), the so-called "Labovian revolution" (Gordon, 2013),
the beginning and end of "American Structuralism" (Hymes & Fought, 1981), and more recent
changes involving the increased use of statistics, computer-aided analysis, and the use of "big
data" (e.g., Cieri, 2014; DiPaolo & Yaeger-Dror, 2011; Labov, et al, 2013; and Thomas, 2011).
In this way, the social construction (Miller, 1984) of the genre of the linguistics article within
variationist research studies will be able to be considered more fully.
Via my analysis, I investigate the rhetorical and structural elements that constitute the
genre of the linguistics article in the present day. I also use the data corpus to explore the
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structural alternatives that exist within this genre and attempt to determine why and how those
alternatives have developed. In addition, I use the historical breadth provided by the corpus to
explore changes to the genre of the linguistics article over time and determine if the roots of the
genre can be found within the time frame surveyed.
In Chapter 2, I present a brief discussion of previous work on the genre of the linguistics
article. As my discussion demonstrates, little has been done on this topic previously. In Chapter
3, I move to discussing the methods of analysis I used and I describe the corpus of texts I analyze
here in more detail. Chapters 4, 5, 6 then move to presenting the main points on my analysis. As
my analysis across these chapters demonstrates, the genre of the linguistics article in studies of
language variation and change can most profitably be analyzed as having been shaped by
intellectual movements occurring during three distinct eras.
During the first era, work written and published during the years 1891-1954, the
variationist linguistics article was primarily a "discovery text." That is, many of the topics
discussed are first studies of those topics or first studies of the communities in which particular
linguistic phenomena occur. In addition, some of the articles from this period essentially
establish first principles for studying the given phenomena, as well, such as methods for
sampling informants from speech communities, eliciting spoken or written data from informants,
or determining how the usage a particular linguistic feature occurs, both geographically by
region and in speech (or writing).
During the second era, work written and published during the years 1955-1984, the
variationist linguistics article became reconfigured from discovery text into a true scientific
analysis text. Throughout this era, the methods of linguistics were being refined, the autonomy of
the field was being more robustly established, and the robustness of the scientific methods

	
   4	
  
employed in the analysis of linguistic data were strengthened. Within studies of language
variation and change, one linguist in particular, William Labov, stood at the forefront of this
movement, and as I will discuss in Chapter 5, it is nearly impossible to discuss the change of the
article from discovery text to true scientific text without including some discussion of his
influence on the field during this era. As researchers began to follow Labov's methods of
analysis and discussion of data trends, they also began to adopt the same genre conventions for
the variationist research article. As this period went on, researchers began to submit work
following these conventions to an increasing number of publications, which in turn led to more
similarity across publications.
During the final era to be discussed, which includes work written and published during
the years 1985-2015, the methods of analysis, discussion, and exploration of linguistic data
trends developed during the previous era became further refined and perfected. It is during this
era that more precise statistical tools for analyzing linguistic trends developed, while the
theoretical apparatus for discussing those trends also matured. Although the changes are a less
extreme development versus the previous era than the changes from the first to the second eras,
they are ultimately pronounced enough to warrant consideration as belonging to a distinctive
third era.
Ultimately, as my analysis demonstrates, the genre of the linguistics article proves
interesting to study for several reasons from the perspective of genre theory. First, it provides us
with a rather salient example of how genre conventions track the social action of critical
commentary versus the social action of scientific study within a given field of study. Unlike
many of the other scientific fields that have been studied in genre studies previously, linguistics
provides a unique field for study, one that transformed quickly from one that was mostly a
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humanistic enterprise before the late 19th Century--that is, one considered primarily with
language history and philology from the perspective of language as a lifeform--to one that
became increasingly a scientific one, particularly from middle of the 20th Century onward. As
the discussion of the material in Chapters 4 and 5 will show, this transformation was not only
rapid, but also quite complete, once it took hold. As the discussion of Labov''s work and that of
linguists focusing heavily on language change after him will show, even the traditional area of
historical linguistics, a "hotbed" of the early humanistic approach, has become transformed by
the turn to the scientific that came to linguistics during the 20th Century. In demonstrating this
transformation, I provide the field of genre studies with a robust example of what Bazerman
(1988) was attempting to demonstrate in his work on the Royal Society--the fact that a new
relationship among intellectuals was emerging with the turn to the scientific in linguistics as
spearheaded within variationist studies by the work of William Labov; thus, a new kind of
standard writing emerged to mediate between them.
A second area where my study makes a contribution to genre studies is its use and
implementation of a new kind of hybrid methodology for approaching the study of the genre of
scientific writing, by combining Miller's (1994) focus on genre as social action with the
emphasis on the structural components of the scientific article one finds in the work of
researchers such as Swales (1981, 1990, 2004), and the structural and organizational elements of
professional texts of researchers such as Bhatia (1993) and Berkenkoter and Huckin (1995). My
analysis investigates the structural aspects of the genre by employing Swales's (1990) CARS
(Creating a Research Space) for exploring the structural aspects of introductions found in my
data corpus throughout Chapters 4, 5, and 6, while also considering the organizational and
structural elements of the writing more generally within the context of larger movements in the
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field. In addition, it mixes this approach to the social and the structural with Bazerman's (1988)
context-rich approach of incorporating a detailed analysis and discussion of the situation and
historical contexts surrounding the development of genre conventions within a field of study. In
doing so, this hybrid approach provides new insights into the genre of the research article more
generally than previous studies.

	
  

CHAPTER 2
PREVIOUS STUDIES ON THE GENRE OF THE LINGUISTICS ARTICLE
Since the publication of Aspects of Article Introductions (Swales, 1981), a number of
studies of academic writing styles have been conducted within the field of genre studies. These
include studies of the genre of business and organizational writing (e.g., Berkenkotter, 2002;
Bhatia, 1993; Spinuzzi, 2003), academic and scientific writing (e.g, Berkenkotter & Huckin,
1995; Crookes, 1985; Swales, 1990, 2004), and professional writing (e.g., Bhatia, 1993; Devitt,
2004; Nwogu, 1997), among other areas. Within studies of academic and scientific writing, a
good deal of attention has been given to the genre of the analytical essay within the realm of the
physical sciences (e.g., Bazerman, 1988; Meyers, 1990), psychology (Berkenkotter, 2001),
economics (Ning, 2008), and studies of English for academic purposes (e.g, Swales, 1990, 2004).
One area that has yet to be covered to any great extent is the genre of research writing in the area
of linguistics. Specifically, there has been almost no discussion of the finer details of how or why
linguistics articles use the conventions of scientific information reporting that are most
commonly employed in writing across the discipline, including in journals focused more heavily
on the quantitative analysis of audio-recorded or statistically-analyzed numeric data (e.g.,
Language Variation and Change, The Journal of Phonetics, Applied Psycholinguistics), the
qualitative analysis of spoken data (e.g., Language in Society, The Journal of Linguistic
Anthropology, Discourse in Society), or the theoretical analysis of real-world or intuition-based
linguistic data (e.g., Linguistic Inquiry, Syntax, Journal of Semantics).
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A systematic review of the extant literature in linguistics reveals only three studies that
deal explicitly with the structure of the linguistics article (Hymes & Fought, 1981; Johnstone,
2000; Macaulay, 2011), and only one of these discusses genre conventions for the linguistic
article in any detail (Johnstone, 2000). The earliest of these publications (Hymes & Fought,
1981) is a historiographical piece written as an overview of one of the more important eras of
20th Century linguistics, particularly in America, the time period roughly following the
publication of Bloomfield's (1933) Language and lasting to the beginning of the "Chomsky
revolution" in the mid-1950s known as the "structuralist" period. In Chapter 2 of that volume, the
authors argue that the materials created during the "structuralist" era reflect important theoretical
and methodological advances that occurred in the field at the time. In particular, they highlight
innovations to the genre of the linguistics article that occurred during this era. These include the
systematic presentation of linguistic data to support the analysis of linguistic structure described
by certain authors, as well as discussion of how that systematic presentation contrasts with the
analysis of data before the "structuralist" era. However, the implications of this material for a
genre analysis of the structural elements of the linguistics article are not directly addressed by
Hymes and Fought (1981).
Macaulay (2011) provides a more explicit discussion of the use of data as a genre
element of the linguistics article, but this discussion is not a major element of the text. Her work
is a "how-to" guide written for graduate students who want to study linguistics in graduate
school and perhaps pursue linguistics as a career. She presents this information as a part of a
larger discussion of "elements of academic presentation" used by linguists within several
sections of the book. In several chapters, genre conventions of the linguistics article are
mentioned, such as the inclusion of an Introduction, a Conclusion, and Methods, Data Analysis,
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and Discussion sections, but in each case, the material is presented from the practical
perspective of how to go about setting up a section and formatting that section properly, rather
than as an analysis of the rhetorical and structural reasons those sections appear.
In contrast to Maculay (2011), Johnstone (2000) provides a more detailed discussion of
the genre elements of the linguistics article. Johnstone's book is also written from a "how-to"
perspective, but her focus is much more explicitly on research methods and the presentation of
research findings. Johnstone further differs from Maculay by also discussing the fact that,
although the structure she explicates is by far the most common one seen in the linguistics
article, an alternative that one still sees from time to time is the older, descriptive essay model.
As Johnstone points out, however, that model is seen primarily in discourse analysis, not
sociolinguistics/language change and variation, as it is defined in this thesis.

	
  

CHAPTER 3
METHODS
Given the lack of formal analyses of the genre of the linguistics article, in particular,
within studies of language variation and change, I will now provide such an analysis. As
mentioned in the introduction, the work presented in this thesis represents a first attempt to do so
as a pilot study. At a future date, I plan to expand this study, so that it is more detailed and
inclusive.
To conduct the study, I analyzed selected issues of several of the following journals:
American Speech, Language in Society, Language Variation and Change, Language, and The
Journal of Sociolinguistics. Each of these journals was analyzed as each is a either a key journal
within the field at present (American Speech, Language Variation and Change, The Journal of
Sociolinguistics) or has played an important role in the field at some point in its history that is
also important to analysis in this thesis (Language in Society, Language). As well, both
American Speech and Language have a long publication history, spanning the era 1925-2015,
highlight important research trends as they have been presented in research reports since the
dawn of the field as an autonomous branch of linguistic inquiry, and have publication histories
that reflect important changes to the field over the course of the 20th Century, as highlighted in
Chapter 1. In addition, American Speech was, during the years 1925-1954, essentially the
"chronicle of note" for variationist researchers of the era, given that it was the field's primary
journal and also the American Dialect Society's flagship publication.
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Further history on the development of the genre of the linguistics article within the area
of studies of language variation and change was documented and analyzed through American
Speech's precursor publication Dialect Notes. Published from roughly 1891 to 1939, Dialect
Notes began as a kind of "pre-journal" to American Speech, put out by the American Dialect
Society on a semi-regular basis in a newsletter format. Once American Speech began proper
publication in 1925, Dialect Notes continued its life as a supplemental publication, finally
ceasing publication in 1939, and being replaced, four years later, by the Publications of the
American Dialect Society (PADS) series (Mundell, 1973). Finally, two other journals relevant to
the discussion of the historical development of the genre of the variationist research article were
also included in the study, although in a purely supplementary capacity: The Journal of English
Linguistics and Word. By supplementary, I mean here that several specific issues of these
journals were consulted, but they are not included in the more general data corpus of linguistic
journals analyzed in this discussion, as described below.
To analyze the historical development of genre conventions in the variationist research
article, two types of complementary analysis were conducted. First, a general analysis of genre
forms in a large corpus of the major journals in language variation and change during the years
1891-2015 was conducted, in which a variety of articles from each journal were skimmed and
details regarding the structural and rhetorical elements of genre within those articles noted. This
analysis was conducted using the "thumbnail" view in the research database JStor. The journals
included in this analysis were American Speech, Language Variation and Change, The Journal
of Sociolinguistics, Language in Society, and Language. Articles were selected at random across
five-year intervals within each journal, from the beginning date of publication for the journal to
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the year 2015. In addition, selected issues of each journal published around the time of particular
"large-scale" change events that have been described by historiographers of linguistics to have
had a significant impact on the field during the course of the 20th Century were consulted for
analysis, regardless of whether they fit into the more standardized 10-year comparative time
window. In doing so, I have attempted to more concisely focus in on the impact of these events
on the evolution of the genre conventions of the variationist linguistics article.
The second analysis I conducted was a detailed rhetorical and structural analysis of a
smaller corpus of roughly 25 documents drawn from the larger data set that I will use throughout
this thesis as a set of exemplary case studies that demonstrate larger structural and rhetorical
trends found throughout the larger data corpus. These documents cover the entire time period
surveyed in this thesis, and they include selections drawn from each of the key journals in the
field of variationist sociolinguistics published throughout the period. They also include a few
articles from the supplementary journals Word and Language, as described earlier, as well.
To analyze the historical and social contexts of the writing and genre conventions in
linguistics more generally beyond my corpus, I have also adopted an approach influenced by the
work of Miller (1994) and Bazerman (1988). This analysis takes into account not only the study
of the texts themselves, as outlined above, but also a detailed reading of a variety of
historiographical studies of linguistics covering the development of the field of linguistics from
the mid-19th Century onward. These texts include Andreson (1990), Chambers & Trudgill
(1980), Gordon (2006, 2013), Hymes and Fought (1980), Jankowsky (1972), Joseph (2002),
Kaarlson (2008), Koerner (2004), Matthews (1993), Milroy and Gordon (2003), Mundell (1973);
Newmeyer (1980), Petyt (1980), Shuy (1990), and Taglimonte (2015). I also consulted a number

13	
  
	
  
of key texts in linguistics written throughout much of the period, looking for reflections of
influence between those texts and my corpus, and vice versa. These texts include Bloomfield
(1933), Labov (1963, 1966/2006), Chomsky (1957), Chomsky & Halle (1968), King (1969),
Milroy (1980), and Eckert (2000), among others.
To analyze the structural and rhetorical characteristics of the linguistics articles, I have
used a mix of the analytical models provided by Berkenkotter (2002), Spinuzzi (2003), Crookes
(1985), Bhatia (1993), Swales (1990), and Berkenkotter and Huckin (1995). From Swales
(1990), I have chosen to analyze the kinds of rhetorical "moves" made by authors in the selected
articles within the articles themselves, both within sections of a given research article, as well as
across sections, when relevant. This includes the exploration of his CARS model in the
Introduction sections of various articles. According to this model, authors make three vital
moves:
•

Move 1: Establishing a Territory (This can include making a centrality claim, making
topic generalizations, and/or reviewing items of previous research.)

•

Move 2: Establishing a Niche (This can include indicating a gap in previous research,
raising a question about previous research, and/or continuing a previous research
tradition.)

•

Move 3: Occupying the Niche (This can include outlining purposes, announcing the
present research, announcing main findings, and/or indicating the structure of the paper.)

In regards to the structural analysis of the documents, common features of the research
article suggested by a variety of previous studies (e.g., Berkenkotter and Huckin, 1995; Bhatia,
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1993; Crookes, 1985; Swales, 1990) were hand-coded across texts, both within the case study
texts and within the larger corpus during the "skim analysis." These include the Introduction,
Data Analysis, Discussion, and Conclusion in older studies, with the addition of the Methods and
Literature Review sections in more recent studies. Additional structural features of the articles,
such as the use of specific types of quantitative and statistical analysis, as well as the use of data
displays and aspects of qualitative data analysis (such as syntactic variation being demonstrated
through numeric example comparison), were coded by hand in the case study documents for use
in the analysis. These elements were identified following suggestions provided in the
discussions of organizational document analysis provided by Berkenkotter (2002) and Spinuzzi
(2003), as well as a consideration of the situational and institutional contexts in which the genre
of the linguistics article exists, as per Crookes (1985) and Bhatia (1993).
Once the more detailed coding of features was conducted in the case study documents,
the coding was checked against selected samples drawn from the larger data corpus, to ensure
that generalizations drawn from the case study documents are valid. All validation was done by
hand, due to the limited amount of time in which this pilot study had to be completed. In a future
version of the study, I hope to utilize computed-aided corpus analysis techniques, to allow for a
larger amount of data to be surveyed, coded, and analyzed using the kinds of coding techniques
implemented by hand in the pilot study.

	
  

CHAPTER 4
ERA I (1891-1954): DIALECT NOTES AND AMERICAN SPEECH AS "CHRONICLES
OF NOTE"
In each of the next three chapters, I discuss the distinctive genre elements that typify the
research article in variationist sociolinguistic studies. Within each chapter, I first discuss the
situational context of the intellectual movements that influenced the publication trends of the
journals (or books) that published the essays that serve as the data set for each given chapter. I
then move to discussing certain key articles from the publications that demonstrate in detail how
the genre conventions of the linguistics article in the field of studies of language variation and
change were influenced and impacted. This includes an analysis of the structural and rhetorical
aspects of these texts.
Here in Chapter 4, I begin with the first era: work written and published during the years
1891-1954. As my analysis will demonstrate, the variationist linguistics article at this time was
primarily a "discovery text." That is, many of the topics discussed are first studies of those topics
or first studies of the communities in which particular linguistic phenomena occur. In addition,
articles from this period establish a set of "first principles" for the study of the given linguistic
phenomena. This includes methods for sampling informants from speech communities,
approaches for eliciting spoken or writing data from informants, and techniques for determining
how the usage a particular linguistic feature occurs, both geographically by region and in speech
(or writing).
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4.1. Situational Contexts of the Variationist Research Article During Era I
This initial era of research is heavily dominated by research and ideas put forth by the
American Dialect Society, a group that grew out of a movement to develop formal "study
societies" among a variety of academic disciplines during the middle of the 19th Century. The
oldest of these "study societies" related to linguistics as a general discipline was the American
Oriental Society, which was initially formed in 1842 (Andreson, 1990). Very soon after the
formation of the society, it became apparent that, although linguists focusing on Asian languages
could find a home within this group, others, focused on Romance or Germanic languages, really
did not belong. This led linguists in these areas to form the American Philological Society (APS)
in 1869, which decided that, generally, the study of linguistics was probably better classed as
belonging to the "Classics." The linguist William Dwight Whitney, a historical linguist best
known for his interest in Sanskrit, led this effort but also had interests in a variety of "classical"
languages more generally (Andreson, 1990).
About a decade later (in 1883), the Modern Language Association was formed to provide
researchers with an interest in modern languages to have a similar organization to the APS, and
initially, linguists with an interest in Modern English attempted to find a home there, as the APS
was less ideal for their interests. However, it was not long until the linguists within the MLA
wished to separate out into their own group, in part because they wished the organization they
wanted to form to have a specific focus on publishing materials on regional dialect variation in
English and to develop a standardized system for recording and describing dialect variation as
found throughout the United States. An end goal of this documentation was the eventual
compilation of a Dialect Dictionary of American English, with materials being published "along

17	
  
	
  
the way" while the dictionary was under development, via a publication series known as Dialect
Notes (Mundell, 1973). This group--the American Dialect Society (ADS)--was formed in 1889
and was comprised of notable linguists of the era who were early innovators in the field of
language variation and change, such as Charles Grandgent, E. H. Babbitt, and Oliver Emerson
(Sheldon, 1891, pp.1-5). Throughout this early period of research, the ADS served as the core
organization for researchers interested in language variation and change, and thus, stood in a
position of some power as the group most responsible for establishing the earliest genre
conventions for research articles in linguistics in this area of research.
During the first roughly 35 years of the ADS's existence, Dialect Notes served as the
organization's primary publication and dissemination vehicle for both research and professional
organizational materials. As a publication, Dialect Notes provides an interesting glimpse of this
early period of language variation and change research in US English. Because the ADS had put
forth some standards for collecting, organizing, and describing dialectal data, it is perhaps not
surprising that the primary theoretical framework in play during this period could be best
described as descriptive.
Research articles in Dialect Notes reflect this fact as an archive of linguistic writing of
the period. However, this is not the only form of writing that appears in this publication. During
these early years, Dialect Notes served to publish all forms of discourse that might be of interest
to dialectologists, and as such, it actually published a variety of different types of writing. At this
early point in history, the ADS did not make a structural distinction between writing that had a
higher level of "news worth" for readers and writing that had a lower level of "news worth."
Here, I define "news worth," as per Berkenkotter and Huckin (1995), as material that presents
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new and noteworthy information to the reader, either for its scientific or practical value. This is
the type of information that, within a scientific field such as linguistics, is usually presented in a
research article format. This can be distinguished from material that has less "news worth," such
as discussion of meeting minutes, reports of organizational finances, member roll calls, and other
organizational information of this type. This type of information is typically represented in what
we might call "professional or promotional" language (as per Bhatia, 1993).
Because this is the case, following the suggestions of Berkenkotter & Huckin (1995), as
well as Bhatia (1993) and Spinuzzi (2003), as a part of my analysis of Dialect Notes writing
during this period, I have conducted an analysis of the common elements of organization that the
types of writing appearing in Dialect Notes follow. I also analyze the situational and institutional
contexts impacting that writing. Based on this analysis,, the writing appears to be of essentially
five types. These five types typify the range of writing that appears in Dialect Notes from the
beginning of its publication history through 1925, when the monthly ADS journal American
Speech began publication.
The five types are as follows. The first type is a reporting of ADS business--meeting
notes, membership lists, and finances. The second is updates on major dialect projects being
undertaken by ADS members. Early on, these updates concerned the potential dialect dictionary
for US English that ADS members had been hoping would be constructed. As time when on,
these updates turned to focusing instead on other projects, such as Hans Kurath's Linguistic Atlas
of the United States and Canada project, and eventually, the Dictionary of American Regional
English, a separate dialect dictionary from the initial ADS-proposed dictionary. The third type is
glossaries for particular dialects under study by ADS members. These typically include
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vocabularies of specific dialect terms in use in one region or city within the country that makes
the area different from other areas. The fourth type are reports having to do with either literary
accounts of dialect speech as reported in novels or other published accounts and/or studies of
very specific social dialects ("argots") that give little indication of how they were obtained, other
than as "observations" by the author. The fifth type is discussion of surveys of dialectal forms,
collected either through spoken elicitation and then phonetic transcription of data or via mailed,
written-response surveys.
As time went on, the types of materials that appeared in Dialect Notes began to change,
with the advent, in 1925, of the ADS to changing to publishing a periodic publication called
American Speech. At first, the journal was published monthly, although after two years, it
became bi-monthly, and by 1933, it had switched to quarterly, a schedule it maintained from that
point forward. With the publication of this journal, the Society began to recognize the need for
information circulated by the Society to be disseminated in different forms, and not just in the
annual, "members-only" targeted format that Dialect Notes facilitated. This is discussed
explicitly by J.S. Keyon in a piece entitled "'American Speech': A New Periodical" in the 1925
edition of Dialect Notes (Volume 5, Part 7, p. 351-352). As Kenyon writes, "The magazine fills a
need. […] In the last quarter century a great deal of knowledge of the English language having a
direct bearing on problems of present usage has been gathered by specialists in the field, which is
not easily accessible to great numbers of teachers and other interested people who are not
specialists" (351). Thus, with the publication of American Speech as a journal, this problem
would now be able to be addressed.
Once the ADS began publishing American Speech, a much greater amount of information
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was made available to readers, given the ongoing format of its publication cycle. As well, the
division of information between the two publications allowed the ADS to now divide
information into two types. The first we might call information of more "pressing importance" to
readers, such as reports of dialect surveys of variation in pronunciation, grammar, and the
lexicon, as well as regional word lists, and the second we might call information of "less pressing
importance," such as the reporting of ADS meeting minutes, updates on dialect projects, the
annual secretary's report, and other organizational information. This division meant that essays
of the "less pressing" type that had appeared in Dialect Notes originally stayed in Dialect Notes,
while those of the "more pressing type"--the true research articles and dialect glossaries--became
the province of American Speech.
However, the division did not mean that only research appeared in American Speech. It
tended to be the case that the ADS was still receiving a number of longer research manuscripts
from members in addition to the shorter manuscripts that were slated to appear in American
Speech. Because this was the case, the Society decided to keep using Dialect Notes to publish the
longer research manuscripts as well as the organizational materials. Thus, the actual research
publication division between American Speech and Dialect Notes became as follows. Shorter
studies, of say 20-30 pages or less, became the featured form of writing primarily published by
American Speech; longer studies, those which were longer than 20-30 pages and lent themselves
to a "manuscript" style of publication, such as the publication of extended glossaries of dialect
terms or industry-specialized vocabulary or argot, became a feature of Dialect Notes.
Thus, after the publication of American Speech began, it essentially became the
"chronicle of note" for studies of dialectology in the US with its shorter studies, geared towards
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an audience of both dialect specialists and general readers, whereas Dialect Notes became a kind
of "annual appendix" of additional information of more specialized interest geared only towards
ADS members, with its combination of society reports and longer, manuscript-length studies.
This division would become more solidified during the time period 1925-1954 with the eventual
discontinuation of Dialect Notes in 1939 and its replacement in 1944 by Publication of the
American Dialect Society (PADS). At this point, longer pronunciation studies, such as Pederson
(1965), would join the kind of fare published in PADS otherwise, such as word list studies like
Preston (1973). Later, this division would be further rarefied by the splitting off of the
organizational information into the Newsletter of the American Dialect Society (NADS).
Among the articles with "high news" value to readers within American Speech, the
studies tend to fall into one of two types: (a) the observational essay or a list of observations
made by a researcher, and (b) the more structured analytical essay following what we might call
"core genre features" of the research article as these features have been identified by genre
theorists such as Swales (1990; 2003), Crookes (1986), and Berkenkotter and Huckin (1995),
among others. These features include the use of the following information structure for reporting
findings: Introduction, Data Analysis, Discussion, and Conclusion; the use of footnotes (when
possible) to reference research and ideas outside the body of the text itself; and the use of
technical definitions and explanatory jargon in the analysis of the data and reporting of the study
results. As articles of these types are of direct interest to us as the earliest examples of writing
within the genre of the linguistics article with studies of language variation and change, I now
turn to an analysis of several examples drawn from Dialect Notes and American Speech to
demonstrate how the genre conventions of the research article are used in these early studies.
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4.2. The Genre of the Linguistics Article During Era I
My analysis of genre and genre elements in research articles published in Dialect Notes
and American Speech during this time period was conducted using a variety of sample articles
drawn from both journals during the years 1891-1954. A side-by-side comparison of the articles
reveals a number of "core" genre features that the articles share in common, as well as several
features that appear in a reduced form in earlier published articles but which take on an enlarged
role later during the period. In addition, there are features of the articles that appeared in early
articles published throughout the period but which have a diminished role later in the time period
surveyed. Each of these types of features will now be discussed in some detail.

4.2.1. Era I Research Articles Analyzed
The following articles were referenced as a data set for the analysis contained in this
section; four are drawn from Dialect Notes and four are drawn from American Speech. All eight
focus on different aspects of the language system (pronunciation, syntax, and lexicon) and
represent the range of research and research-like articles published during the years 1891-1924:
•

Dialect Notes: "Haf and Haef" by Charles Grandgent (from Vol. 1, Part 4, 1896, pp.
269-275)

•

Dialect Notes: "The English of the Lower Classes in New York City" by E. H. Babbitt
(from Vol. 1, Part 9, 1896, pp. 457-464)

•

Dialect Notes: "Terms of Disparagement in American Dialect Speech" by Marie Gladys
Hayden (from Vol. 4, Part 3, 1915, pp. 194-223)
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•

Dialect Notes: "Exclamations in American English" by E.C. Hills (from Vol 5, Part 7,
1924, pp. 253-284)

•

American Speech: "Southern Standards" by Katherine E. Wheatley (from Vol. 9, No. 1,
1934, pp. 36-45)

•

American Speech: "Hypercorrect Forms in American English" by Robert J. Menner (from
Vol. 12, No. 3, 1937, pp. 167-178)

•

American Speech: "One Phonemic Entry Becomes Two: The Case of 'Short A'" by
George Trager (from Vol. 15, No. 3, 1940, pp. 255-258)

•

American Speech: "Hot Rod Terms in the Pasadena Area" by Don Mansell and Joseph H.
Hall (from Vol. 29, No. 2, 1954, pp. 89-104)

4.2.2. Structural Aspects of the Era I Research Texts
Across all of the instances of research texts that were surveyed across the data corpus for
this time period, the following structural aspects of the research article typically discussed in
previous studies of the research article were identified: Introduction, Data Analysis, Discussion,
and Conclusion. In addition, footnotes are the primary form of text citation used to reference
research and ideas outside the body of the text itself, when such material is available to be cited.
As well, most essays use at least some technical definitions and explanatory jargon in the
analysis of the data and reporting of the study results, so that the rhetorical importance of these
results are more clearly articulated.
Although these textual elements are shared across essays, the extent to which these
sections are fleshed out as detailed sections within the essays of this era can differ greatly. For

24	
  
	
  
instance, Grandgent (1896), in his "Haf and Haef" analysis of the occurrence of variant
pronunciations of the short-a vowel (/ae/ as in "half"), provides a quite detailed nine-paragraph
introduction to the topic before he begins his analysis of the data, in which he discusses not only
why the issue might be of interest to the reader (provides detail on US dialect patterns), what
sparked his interest in conducting the research in the first place (professional interest in dialect
variation involving the vowel), and how he went about initially collecting the data (postal
survey). In terms of Swales's (1990) CARS ("Creating a Research Space") model for
Introductions, even with its relative newness, Grandgent's article also attempts to cover all three
of the main "moves" that the model expects. That is, he establishes a territory, he establishes a
niche, and then he occupies that niche. However, given that no previous studies of these
phenomena had been done before his study, he does not cite previous research as a part of
establishing the territory. In doing so, he instead indicates a gap in the previous research.
In contrast to this, other essays from this period are not nearly as detailed. Hills, in his
"Exclamations in American English" (1924), merely gives a brief statement of why one might
want to learn about the topic--they play an important part in human speech and they make us
sound different than animals--before proceeding to then discuss a variety of exclamations that
can be heard in American English or read in "modern writings." No attempt is made to
acknowledge a gap exists in the literature on the subject (this appears to be the first such study
done along these lines in US English), and no real attempt is made to even generally make the
"three moves" that Swales asserts Introductions need to include. Yes, it does end up establishing
and occupying a niche, as well as establishing a territory to study, but he does little to explain
that this is the case, why he's doing it, or why the reader should care.

25	
  
	
  
Typically, Data Analysis and Discussion sections fare much better in these texts, being
represented to at least some extent in all the texts surveyed. A principal issue that is problematic
in these sections in these early essays, however, regardless of whether they appear in Dialect
Notes or American Speech, is the articulation of methodology. As mentioned above, Grandgent
(1896) discusses that 186 surveys were filled out from respondents, that these respondents hail
from a variety of areas in the United States, and even how many informants are from various
broad regional areas of the US (e.g., North, West, South, including which states make them up).
But he does not give us other details we might like to know about the results that might also have
an impact on how we should interpret and understand them. For instance, what are the ages of
the subjects, how many are men or women, what kinds of social class and racial backgrounds do
the speakers have, and so on?
Other essays written at the time are even less detailed about methods. It is often the case,
for instance, that "dialect term glossary" studies from the era will give almost no indication of
how the data were obtained or how representative of the language the terms defined and
explained in the essay are. An example of this can be seen in Mansell and Hall (1954). In this
essay, the authors give a quite elaborate discussion of a variety of hot rod racing terms as used in
the Pasadena, CA area. However, they give no indication of how the terms were collected or how
they decided to define the terms and little indication of how frequently terms tend to be used. In
addition, no demographic information about the speakers who might use these forms is given,
other than professionals or hobbyists who enjoy hot rod racing and do so in Pasadena, CA.
Generally, methodology discussions are sparsely articulated throughout the studies published in
this era, and this fact is one area often criticized by later variationist studies (see Chapter 5).
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Beyond variations in these "core" sections of the research article, a number of other key
differences exist that also allow the texts across the entire corpus of texts to be further subdivided
based on their structural and rhetorical content, as follows:
•

Spoken Dialect Analysis (I): Reports of the linguistic features of a dialect based on data
collection and analysis involving individuals, where the number and type of individuals is
known

•

Spoken Dialect Analysis (II): Reports of the linguistic features of a dialect based on data
collection and analysis involving individuals, where the number and type of individuals is
not known

•

Literary Dialect Analysis: Reports of the linguistic features of a dialect based on data
collection and analysis involving a number of literary texts

•

Dialect Glossary Analysis: Glossary of dialect terms, with no exact indication of how the
definitions of the terms were determined
These categories divide the studies by how well specified the data collection and

elicitation techniques of the researchers are articulated in the study itself via a methods
discussion as well as the type of linguistic data discussed in the study. In particular, this latter
distinction divides the data into material that is primarily written (literary dialect), spoken (types
I and II), or of mixed origin (dialect glossary).
In addition, there are differences in the way the studies make use of linguistic examples,
headings, subheadings, and the visual display of data in tables, figures, charts, graphs, or plots.
The differences among studies on these features, however, appear to be in a sense random, as
there does not appear to be a required format for the presentation of findings across research
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article subtype. This trend is perhaps not surprising, as other studies of scientific texts conducted
on studies hailing from this era (e.g., Bazerman, 1988; Swales, 1990) have found a similar lack
of consistency among scientific texts of the time on other domains.
For instance, Menner's (1937) discussion of hypercorrect forms in American English
contains discussion and analysis of both phonetic and grammatical items, and yet no text headers
indicating the distinction in discussion of the forms are included in the article itself. Nor are any
headings included for the Introduction and Conclusion sections of the article. Instead, only
roman numerals are used to distinguish the phonetic item analysis and grammatical item analysis
sections from one another and from the introduction and conclusion of the article. In comparison,
Wheatley's (1934) analysis of Southern speech standards features numbered sections as well, but
these sections are distinguished from one another by specific text descriptions. This includes the
separation of lexical features from pronunciation features as well as differences in pronunciation
features from one another. Within each section are also subsections with different examples of a
use of a feature separated by capital letter.
Other studies make use of headings and subheadings in a way that modern readers have
come to expect. For instance, Babbitt's (1896) analysis of New York City English includes
headings in the data analysis portion of the paper, separating vowel groups from one another
("Front," "Back," "Before R", and "Diphthongs") and also consonants from vowels. Headings
separating the Methods section from the Introduction or discussion of the social setting (which is
fairly well elaborated for an essay from this era) from the Methods section are not included,
however, paralleling the kind of lack of demarcation found in later essays, such as Menner
(1937). In contrast, Hayden's (1915) "Terms of Disparagement in American Dialect Speech" has
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a clearly labeled Introduction and Data Analysis sections (as "Survey of Terms of
Disparagement"), including two levels of subsection--one for part of speech ("Nouns," "Verbs,"
"Adjectives") and one for type of speech item described (e.g., "Adjectives in -ing," "Compound
Nouns," "Verbal Expressions").
In regards to the use of data displays, there is also considerable variation in these early
studies as well. By far the most commonly used displays are the list and the table. Within articles
that focus heavily on grammatical expressions and lexical item variation, such as Hayden (1915),
Hills (1924), or Mansell and Hall (1954), the list is a vital form of display. For phonetic studies,
such as Grandgent (1896), the table proves most useful for the display of differing phonetic
realizations or comparisons of patterns of usage. Perhaps because printing costs might have been
prohibitive, it seems that tables for phonetic studies were not used as heavily as they could have
been, because, although studies like Grandgent's do make good use of them, other studies that
could have benefitted from their use, such as Babbitt (1896) and Trager (1940) do not make use
of them at all. As will be discussed in more detail in the following section, the lack of use of
tables in studies such as these presented a missed opportunity for researchers in terms of drawing
more meaningful generalizations from their analyses, one that would become more apparent
when later researchers would attempt to draw on the results of these earlier studies as
comparative data sets for their studies of similar phonetic variation.

4.2.3. Rhetorical Aspects of the Era I Research Texts
Given that the majority of the research texts written during this time period were "first
studies" of the topics, communities, and linguistic phenomena being addressed, the types of
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rhetorical "moves" being made in these texts reflect their status as "discovery texts." As such, a
principal rhetorical purpose of these texts is to provide an initial definition of the topic and
related linguistic phenomena to be studied, as well as establishing the scope and parameters of
the topic so that an initial data set relevant to the discussion and analysis of the topic and related
phoneme can be created and collected. In terms of the different types of research articles
published in Dialect Notes and American Speech during this era, this has an influence on the
amount of initial background information provided on the topic, the amount of discussion given
to research methods, and the degree to which the writers of the texts invest time in articulating
the space which their particular discussion occupies within larger established research traditions
existing outside the body of the text.
The typical way argumentation proceeds in these texts reflects their nature as initial
studies of the linguistic phenomena in question and, when addressed, the social or regional
distribution of the phenomena among native speakers of the language (usually English) under
investigation. As discussed in the previous section, the texts often start with a brief discussion of
why the data has been collected and how the analysis of it will proceed throughout the remainder
of the article. Less well articulated is often the methodology of how the data was collected, and
little space is typically dedicated to discussing the population characteristics of the speakers from
whom the data were collected. Instead, the articles move fairly quickly into the analysis and
discussion of the data. In many cases, the data are expressed in a fairly raw form, with relatively
superficial generalizations being drawn about the linguistic patterns they exhibit. Deeper
generalizations that could be drawn, say, if one was to try and look at how the data points relate
to each other in terms of deeper language structure, are typically overlooked or not discussed. A
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central tenet of dialectology, which can be classed as belonging more generally to the descriptive
school linguists, was that linguists should limit their analyses to only those aspects of the
language that could be definitely observed, so that one linguist's observations could be checked
and rechecked by a different linguist, and then verified. This seems to explain the style of
presentation of the data in these essays. Once the data analysis and discussion sections are
complete, the essays typically wind things up with a Conclusion section, which often simply
summarizes the points raised during the data analysis and discussion.
As a set of "discovery texts," these early essays do a lot in terms of logos, as they do
present a lot of raw data, typically organized in a fashion that makes it easy for the reader to
grasp what kind of information was collected. As later critiques of studies from this era would go
on to also point out, it also becomes easy to see what is missing in these early studies for the
same reason. Given the problems with the discussion of methods, particularly the problems
outlined in the previous section regarding data elicitation techniques and study population
demographic characteristics, the credibility of these early researchers is not as well supported,
and as we have now seen, few did much in the way of making overt ethos appeals to the reader
to establish their credibility as a researcher, other than making simple statements such as, "I'm
familiar with the dialect in question," or, in a better case scenario, "I've had [X] number of years
living in the dialect area in question to gain some familiarity with it." This is the approach used
by Babbitt in his 1896 study of New York City English, in fact.
In terms of initial studies of the linguistic phenomena in question throughout many of
these essays, if a general description of the phenomena is what the reader wants, these studies
deliver quite nicely. In many cases, this seems to be the outcome the researcher was hoping for
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when he or she wrote up the study, and thus, on that criterion, the study does what it set out to
do. Given other limits, such as the potential influence of publication budgets and possible
printing press layout issues, the fact that certain data analysis avenues, such as the display of
phonetic patterns in more elaborately laid out tables, or any tables at all, might also be forgiven.
However, as researchers during the generative era were quick to point out, many of these
early studies fail to provide the reader with deeper realizations and understandings of the
linguistic nature of the phenomena under observation (Mundell, 1973). For instance, with the
phonetic studies, for instance, Babbitt (1896) or Trager (1940), there are clearly generalizations
that could be drawn based on the data. For instance, the surrounding consonantal segments that
condition variable realizations of the vowels analyzed in the studies could be more clearly
determined if the data obtained by the researchers were organized in a tabular format that
differentiated these data along these lines. This, in turn, might make it easier for a reader to
determine if some underlying way of organizing the data, say on some phonological feature or
set of features about the manner of articulation of the consonants, might help a deeper
generalization about the data emerge.
Later researchers have not always seen the "raw" nature of the data reports this
negatively, however. Although the generative school was quick to jump on the weaknesses of the
descriptive nature of the data sets from this era, some later researchers have found the
transparency of the reports useful in aiding their own reanalyses of the data. For instance, Labov
(1966/2006) used Babbitt's (1896) reports, combined with those other researchers who studied
New York City English since, to reconstruct earlier states of the New York City vowel system
for side-by-side comparison with his own analysis of the system at a later date (the 1960s). In
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Durian (2012), I similarly used Grandgent's (1896) data to reconstruct the short-a systems of
speakers in several of the dialect areas surveyed to compare and contrast with a variety of data
sets collected during the 20th Century to construct my argument that split short-a systems, such
as Labov (1966/2006) and Babbitt (1896) found in New York City, might have actually been
used more widely in US English during the 19th Century than many 20th-Century linguistic
analyses have argued in recent years.

	
  

CHAPTER 5
ERA II (1955-1984): A TIME OF REVOLUTIONS AND "THE GREAT DIVERGENCE"
During the mid-1950s, the field of linguistics generally underwent a rather large shift in
thinking regarding the scientific study of language and scientific thinking about language.
During this period, the shift in thinking from the "descriptivist" and "structuralist" models of
thinking to the "generative" model took place. At the same time, during the early to mid-1960s,
the work of William Labov began to revolutionize the field as well, by bringing together the
previously more divergent fields of historical linguistics and dialectology, merging ideas from
structural and generative linguistics together in a way that made more sense within the field of
language variation and change studies, and introducing quantitative methods for the analysis of
language variation and change. Sociolinguists in the 1960s and 1970s began to adapt Labov's
methods, publishing their work in other outlets beyond American Speech. In doing so, they
helped to make the publishing outlets more similar by adopting similar genre conventions for
each outlet. By the end of the era, the "Labovian model" of discussing, analyzing, and presenting
variationist research had become routinized and its genre conventions as a research article format
formalized.

5.1. Situational Contexts of the Variationist Research Article During Era II
During the 1920s and 1930s, although dialectology was still in its heyday in America,
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and American Speech was the primary publication outlet for variationist studies, a new school of
thought had begun to emerge among many linguists called Structuralism. Structuralism began as
a European school of thought, originating in the work of the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de
Saussure. Specifically, it emerged as an approach to linguistic analysis via a collection of his
lectures published by his students after his death in 1916 entitled Course in General Linguistics.
Via this work, de Saussure proposed that language be studied as a static system of interconnected
units, the analysis of which would provide the linguist with a deeper understanding of the
underlying structure of language.
Structuralism brought a focus to the documentation of linguistic structure--not just a
discussion of the elements making up the sounds of a language, or its morphology, as had been
the case with the dialectologists during the late 1800s and early 1900s, but also the structural
relationships of those elements as they relate together to form an entire grammar for a language.
By taking this approach--the documentation of language structure to determine how those
structural elements relate to one another--linguists were trying to bring a new level of scientific
rigor to the study of linguistics. In doing so, they also made a conscious effort to try and limit
their analyses to only those aspects of the language that could be "definitely observed," just as
the dialectologists had (Hymes & Fought, 1981). By documenting these aspects, such
observations could be checked and rechecked by different analysts, and the techniques of
observation could be easily taught from one linguist to others (Matthews, 1993).
Within the United States, Structuralism came to prominence via the work of Leonard
Bloomfield and other linguists who worked within the "Bloomfieldian model" during the 1930s,
1940s, and 1950s (Hymes & Fought, 1981). It rose to prominence in a series of articles and
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books Bloomfield wrote beginning in 1914 with An Introduction to the Study of Language, then
continuing on to "A Set of Postulates for the Scientific Study of Language" in 1926, and finally,
arriving in full bloom via his 1932 book, Language. Bloomfield was himself heavily influenced
by the thoughts of de Sausurre, particularly as they are represented in Course in General
Linguistics, which first became available in America in 1916 (Hymes & Fought, 1981). Via
Language, Bloomfield laid out an extensive program of research methods that linguists could use
to perform a structural analysis of linguistic data, a program that many adapted into fully
teachable methods that could be easily replicated by professors and students across the field.
This method became quite popular throughout the later half of the early 20th Century in the US,
and by the early 1950s, a number of detailed structural analyses of languages and dialects within
the US had been created and documented (Hymes & Fought, 1981).
However, despite its popularity and ease of replication, the Structuralist approach also
had significant limitations that had begun to become rather apparent by the early 1950s. With
this emphasis on observable conclusions that Structuralist linguistics brought, the field was in
fact able to achieve a certain degree of rigor, although it also meant that only certain aspects of
the linguistic system of languages could be described adequately. Namely, these aspects were
phonology, phonetics, and morphology, as each of these elements could be directly observed and
finitely described by the analyst. Other areas--namely syntax and semantics (as well as
pragmatics)--proved elusive to analysis. This was because these elements could not be described
through elicitation techniques alone, since both involve processes that cannot be catalogued
finitely. New words can emerge based on situation and need, which means a definite corpus of
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all the meanings in a language can never be adequately achieved. It is similarly impossible to
account for all possible syntactic utterances in a language through a descriptive approach alone.
Because of these limitations, Structuralist analyses came under fire in the mid-1950s as
linguists began to embrace a new way of thinking about linguistic analysis, known as Generative
linguistics. This changeover was lead by the publication of Syntactic Structures (1957) by the
linguist Noam Chomsky, as well as conference papers, manuscripts, and articles written by
Chomsky beginning around 1955 (Karlsson, 2008). To many linguists, this shift to Generative
thinking was a "revolution" for the field. As a result, the methods of linguistics as a descriptive
and analytical enterprise became much more rigorous and scientific (Newmeyer, 1980). This was
so because of the shift in thinking and conceptualization of how linguistic analysis should be
carried out, and how the modeling of the cognitive aspects of language functions in the brains of
language users. The approach was able to do so, because rather than building up the analysis
through the compilation of observed data points elicited via data collection from actual speakers
of a language, as was done within the Structuralist school, it instead formalized general
"underlying rules" of a language, rules that exist in the mental grammars of speakers. These rules
can be combined together to build larger structures, or reduced to build smaller structures, and
thus, they could be constructed by linguistics to account for the various combinations speakers
put them through to create sentences syntactically, words morphologically, or sound
combinations phonologically. By doing so, a linguist is able to essentially "recreate" the mental
grammar of a speaker through the rules, modeling his or her "linguistic competence" in the
process (Karlsson, 2008).
Regardless of the "revolutionary" status of generative linguistics, it cannot be overstated
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that, within studies of language variation and change, the framework led to a number of
innovations after the arrival of the linguist William Labov in the early 1960s. More so than
perhaps any other change, his arrival, and the paradigm shift that resulted, has been the most
important "revolution" to the field during its lifespan. The first decade of Labov's work, from
roughly 1962-1972, was especially influential on what would follow it. This influence can still
be seen. There are a variety of reasons for this.
First, Labov's approach essentially brought the diverse schools of thought discussed
earlier together into one, much more unified approach to analyzing language change and
variation trends. His approach looked at language change trends structurally as well as
diachronically by obtaining data from three generations of speakers in the speech communities
he studied. Although some researchers (e.g., Grandgent, Emerson, and Babbitt) had used this
type of approach earlier, those studies only looked at speech from two rather large generational
groups--an "older group" and a "younger group"--rather than the multigenerational approach
Labov used. Doing so allowed him to make more definitive pronouncements about language
change patterns and the direction of the language change trends, as a three-generational model is
more revealing, given the increase in data points available for comparison and contrast (Milroy
& Gordon, 2003). It also allowed him to analyze what he began to call "change in progress."
Before this time, linguists could only look at language change after it was completed, by
comparing one time point to another, after the change had definitely occurred, as in scholarship
on the English Vowel Shift. With Labov's approach, the change could be observed as it unfolded
across time. In addition, the structural elements of vowel shifts like the English Vowel Shift
could also be more accurately studied via this "change-in-progress"-centered approach.
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He also made a more robust accounting of social variation happen by using a more
balanced approach to sampling the community than previous studies had done, attempting to find
more equal numbers of speakers for comparison not only on age, but also sex and social class
background. In addition, he took a more thorough approach to analyzing variation by speaker
racial background than most of the earlier studies, although this would only come later (e.g,
Labov, 1972a). Beyond these innovations, Labov's work integrated the generative approach
through his invention of the variable linguistic rule. This approach allowed Labov to be able to
not only generate a "standard linguistic rule" for speakers of a given dialect or language to model
the occurrence of a linguistic form in a speaker's mental grammar, as per the approach utilized by
Chomsky and his followers; it also allowed the rule to account for variability in the realization of
the linguistic form. What this means is that the rules could account for the fact that a speaker
might not just make use of one, standard pronunciation of a work, but instead, they might vary
between the use of two or more variants of that form.
With the entry of Labov into the field of linguistics, the change from the use of the "older
methods" of traditional dialectology and Structuralism to the use of the "modern methods" of
"Labovian sociolinguistics" was fairly rapid. In part this was because scholars who had entered
the field around the same time that Labov began his work were quick to pick up on his ideas. As
well, Labov himself began to take on a large number of graduate students, who immediately
picked up his research agenda (Tagliamonte, 2015).
By the early 1970s, Labov's approach had become the "new standard" for how language
variation and change studies were carried out. This movement to Labovian sociolinguistics as the
standard came not just as a result of articles and books being written from the perspective
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beginning to appear, but also because of two other change events. The first was the inception of
the annual New Ways of Analyzing Variation (in English) conference in 1972. This conference,
originally organized by Roger Shuy and C. J. Bailey at Georgetown University, became a
meeting place for Labovian sociolinguists to meet and discuss their ideas, both those of Labov
himself, but equally important, those of his students and other followers (Durian, 2006). It was
this aspect--the intellectual community of students and colleagues of Labov--that truly led to the
spread and propagation of the Labovian approach. The meeting became an annual event, and
scholars began to attend from all over the United States, as well as England and Europe (Durian,
2006; Taglimone, 2015).
The second event that facilitated the use of Labov's approach as the standard was the
creation and ongoing refinement of the VARBRUL statistical analysis package during the early
and mid-1970s (Cedergren & Sankoff, 1975). VARBRUL allowed analysts to conduct the kind
of robust multi-factor analysis that made Labov's variable generative rule approach possible. The
program implemented a statistical analysis approach known as multivariate analysis that allowed
the calculation of variable rules as proposed by Labov to be completed. Initially, this was done
using mainframe computers and punch cards, but it quickly began to become available in a
personal computer translation that could be run on desktop computers (Tagliamonte, 2015).
The shift to Labovian sociolinguistics as the "standard" for the field, however, was not
without controversy. At the time Labov began working in the field, traditional dialectology was
still very much the "mainstream" approach, and linguists working in that framework were loath
to "step aside" as Labov's approach became more popular. At the same time, many Labovians
(although, it should be noted, not actually Labov himself) began to criticize "traditional
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methods" as being out of date, inaccurate, misguided, or otherwise lacking when compared to the
Labovian approach (Tagliamonte, 2015).
The difference in methodologies employed by the more traditional dialectologists and the
Labovians led to a rift between the research camps, a "great divergence" that impacted not only
the way they approached data collection and analysis, as discussed earlier, but also the
publication outlets in which their work appeared, as a result. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, it
is interesting to note that almost no overtly Labovian sociolinguistic analyses were published in
American Speech. Instead, all of the "important works" written within this framework were either
published in other journals (namely Language and Word); as chapters within edited collections
(e.g., Bright, 1966; Gumprez & Hymes, 1972); as "small-run" press publications by the Center
for Applied Linguistics (e.g., Labov, 1966/2006; Shuy, et al., 1967; Wolfram, 1969); within the
working papers collections of papers originally presented at the NWAV conference beginning in
1972 and put out by Georgetown University Press (e.g., Bailey & Shuy, 1973; Fasold & Shuy,
1973); or as book-length studies via academic publishers (e.g., Labov, 1972b; Trudgill, 1974a).
Instead, American Speech instead continued to publish articles in the main written in the same
general form as articles published earlier in the journal's history. This trend would continue until
the mid-1980s, when several events caused the rift between the research camps to begin to close
up, a topic that will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.
This is not to say that the work of the Labovians was never discussed in American
Speech, however. A number of articles at the time discussed the results of Labov's work in New
York City, and the work of other early Labovian style studies of Detroit, Washington, DC, and
Philadelphia were discussed in terms of their ongoing contributions to the study of social and
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regional dialects in America, but the difference in methodologies between the studies was
typically downplayed and the importance of the contributions of the Labovian sociolinguists to
advancing language change and variation theory also tended to be understated.
The outlets where Labovian sociolinguists did get published tended to include articles
and essays that featured different elements of the Labovian approach to language variation and
change, rather than necessarily all elements of Labov's ideas. Thus, some articles and essays
would focus more heavily on the development of linguistic rules to account for observed
grammar differences between different groups of speakers based on race or regional background
(e.g., Callary, 1973; Wolfram, 1974), while others would focus on the quantitative analysis of
linguistic differences among different groups of speakers based on sex differences (e.g., Trudgill,
1972), occupational differences (Tway, 1975), or geographic location differences within a dialect
area (e.g., Trudgill, 1974b), in addition to differences according to the linguistic environment and
their influence on linguistic variation (e.g., Guy, 1981). Labov himself was typically one of the
only sociolinguists at the time whose work directly address language change in progress (e.g.,
Labov, 1975), although others would take up the occurrence of vowel shifts (e.g., Callary, 1975).
As a result of American Speech not publishing overtly Labovian analyses and also the
shift among Labovians to seeking to publish their work in other outlets, for the first time since
the formation of the ADS in 1889, ADS publications were now no longer the "chronicle of note"
for the field of language variation and change. In fact, during this time period, it could be argued
no journal or other publication outlet rose to fill this void. Instead, the presentation of the work to
the field was spread out among a variety of publications. This diffusion may also help to explain,
however, another reason why the Labovian approach became so influential so quickly. By not
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being limited to just one Society's publications, the ideas were freed up to appear in a variety of
locations. The NWAV conference functioned as a "central meeting place" for researchers within
the Labovian framework to come together as a group, but this represented a physical connection
as an apex of the social construction of the genre of language variation and change article
throughout the 1970s and into the 1980s, rather than one publication serving this purpose. This
change also signified a difference from the earlier era of language variation and change studies,
where the annual meeting of the ADS and American Speech served this purpose.

5.2. The Genre of Variationist Research Articles from Era II
For this section of our analysis, I draw on a variety of sample articles from several
journals, as there is not simply one "chronicle of note" for this era. The journals from which
articles are taken include American Speech as well as Language, Language in Society and Word.
In addition, two research essays are taken from working paper collections from NWAV
conferences to indicate their importance as a publication outlet during this time period. As with
Section 5.1.2, a side-by-side comparison of the articles reveals a number of "core" genre features
that the articles share in common, as well as several features that originally appeared in a
reduced form in earlier published articles but which take on an enlarged role during this period.

5.2.1. Era II Research Articles Analyzed
Examples of Labovian sociolinguistics articles and essays from this period demonstrating
the development of genre conventions from the first era of language variation and change studies
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discussed in 5.1.2 include the following:
•

Labov, William. (1963). The social motivation of a sound change. Word, 19: 273-309.

•

Trudgill, Peter. (1972). Sex, covert prestige, and language change in urban British
English. Language in Society, 1: 179-195.

•

Rickford, John. (1973). Carrying the new wave into syntax: The case of Black English
BIN. In Ralph W. Fasold and Roger W. Shuy (eds.), Analyzing variation in language.
Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, pp. 162-184.

•

Wolfram, Walt. (1974). The relationship of white Southern speech to Vernacular Black
English. Language, 50:498-527.

•

Callary, Robert E(dward). (1975). Phonological change and the development of an urban
dialect in Illinois. Language in Society, 4:155-169.

•

Tway, Patricia. (1975). Workplace isoglosses: Lexical variation and change in a factory
setting. Language in Society, 4: 171-183.

•

Labov, William. (1981). Resolving the neo-grammarian controversy. Language,
57.2:267-308.

•

Guy, Gregory. (1981). Variation in the group and the individual: The case of final stop
deletion. In William Labov (ed.), Locating language in time and space. New York:
Academic Press, pp.1-35.

5.2.2. Structural Aspects of the Era II Research Texts
As discussed earlier in this chapter, this era of variationist study is dominated primarily
by the ideas of William Labov, both in terms of his own publication of analyses of
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sociolinguistic variation, but also those of his associates and followers--the Labovian
Sociolinguists. Before beginning his graduate school training in linguistics in the early 1960s,
Labov had been an industrial chemist, working in that career for nearly a decade (Gordon, 2013).
This experience seems to have had a heavy influence on Labov as a linguist, in that it seems to
have prompted him to want to take a much more precise and scientific approach to look at
variation involving elements of language structure than other linguists at the time were doing
(Gordon, 2006). This can be seen in the way he approached his studies of the linguistic
communities he analyzed early on, in particular his dissertation on New York City (Labov,
1966/2006) and his master's thesis on Martha's Vineyard (Labov, 1963). In both of these studies,
Labov significantly expanded the kinds of variable phenomena linguists would explore, how
they went about exploring it, and also how they would discuss those findings in the genre of the
variationist research article.
In Labov (1963), published in the journal Word, Labov opens his Introduction section to
the article with a detailed discussion not only describing the community he plans to investigate
(Martha's Vineyard) but also the theoretical and practical reasons for his wanting to do so.
Although these reasons are related to the description of the local dialect of the area, like the
dialect studies of Era I would have done, the larger reason Labov is studying the community is to
test theories he has about how language variation affects language structure in the community,
what the observation of language variation can tell us about processes of language change, and
how differences in the social backgrounds of speakers might impact their variable realization of
vowel sounds he plans to analyze. In other words, in the two and half pages of the Introduction
appearing in this article, Labov radically redirects the research program of variationist studies,
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moving far beyond the descriptive emphasis of the Era I studies and firmly attaching the study to
concerns that both Structuralists and the newly emerging school of Generative linguistics of the
time would have also found intriguing.
Throughout this discussion, Labov delivers richly on the kinds of items Swales (1990)
argues appear in well-constructed Introduction sections in his CARS model. Labov quickly and
clearly moves to making a centrality claim, that the work he will be discussing is vital to
understanding how variation among speakers is reflective on variation at the deeper levels of
language structure as well as how language change works as a change process in language.
Although his approach is new, and the dialect area he is studying has received little focus in the
past (a handful of speakers were surveyed for Kurath & McDavid, 1961), he finds a number of
previous studies to cite that relate to his because of the theoretical claims he makes in the
introduction regarding language structure and language change. He then goes on to firmly
establish a niche by indicating a number of gaps in previous research that he will begin to
attempt to fill in with his study. Finally, he moves on to occupy that niche by outlining his study
purposes and indicating the structure of the rest of the paper to follow.
As the article continues, Labov goes on to redefine many of the other "core" sections
of the research article that had been featured in the Era I studies. One significant difference is
that Labov not only gives a clear discussion of how he elicited data from informants, he also
presents a clear discussion of who the informants were, including discussion of a variety of their
demographic characteristics, such as sex, age and ethnicity. Beyond this, Labov gives a detailed
discussion of the social characteristics of the community he is studying, and he provides an
operational definition for how he will define the linguistic variables he intends to study. He then
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moves on to discussing how he will measure instances of the use of the linguistic variables and
how he tends to analyze them statistically. In providing all of these details, Labov provides an
extremely detailed Methods section, something that had truly "never been done before" in a
linguistic study.
In the Data Analysis section, Labov conducts a full fledged analysis of the data,
discussing how the variable use of the two variables studied (realization of the diphthongs /ai/
and /au/) is distributed statistically among speakers by age and other social background
characteristics. He also provides detailed diagrams showing how he made his coding distinctions
between variant pronunciations of the form--he makes a distinction between whether the forms
are more centralized or less centralized in the vowel systems of speakers based on how they
pronounce the forms. Finally, he provides an accounting of how the variables correlate with the
language ideologies of speakers regarding whether they like living in Martha's Vineyard or not.
This final analytical move sees Labov begin to move sociolinguistics towards embracing
elements of psychology via the study of speech perception, an area of study in linguistics that
would expand greatly in the years following this study. Finally, in the Discussion and Conclusion
sections, Labov provides a detailed accounting of what he thinks the patterns in his analysis
mean, as well as what they tell us about the process of language change within the setting of
Martha's Vineyard as a speech community.
As the brief discussion above illustrates, Labov's (1963) study had a significant impact on
the structure of the genre of the linguistics article in variationist studies. Before Labov's work,
linguistics articles in the genre were generally descriptive, "discovery" essays, in which the
results of an initial study were presented with little in the way of deep generalizations being
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drawn from the data, as discussed in Chapter 3. With the publication of Labov (1963), and later,
Labov's dissertation (Labov, 1966/2006), all of this changed. Articles began to be written and
structured following the patterns of organization discussed above for Labov (1963). This trend
typifies many of the studies published in journals and other research outlets beginning in the late
1960s and carrying through into the late 2000s.
As discussed earlier, the surprising exception to this trend was work published in
American Speech, which tended to still look much like it did in the 1950s and earlier. The only
exceptions to this trend was the occasional publication of work that was arguably somewhat on
the "fringe" of work within the Labovian approach, such as Callary (1973), a theoretical "thought
piece" exploring some possibilities of a what generative linguistics "might" have to offer
dialectology as a field if dialectologists were to decide to explore such a connection. This piece
is arguably "fringe" for a Labovian study because it lacks the emphasis on actual robust data
analysis that most Labovian work has, even though it does present the theoretical discussion that
Labovian sociolinguistics work also contains.
What makes the Callary (1973) example also interesting, however, is how striking it
makes the distinction between the work American Speech was publishing at the time versus other
outlets publishing variationist work, such as Language in Society. At roughly the same time,
Callary was writing and working on getting a second article published, this time for Language in
Society (Callary, 1975). In the 1975 article, Callary uses many of the conventions commonly in
use around the time the article was written. It contains a well-articulated and justified
Introduction section, a robustly defined Methods section, the use of statistical analysis to support
the linguistic, social, and geographic conclusions drawn from the data, and elaborated Discussion
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and Conclusion sections. In contrast, the (1973) article presents mostly theoretical content, with
selected examples of real-world speech only used to reinforce the theoretical claims being made.
The contrast is one in which the (1973) article almost reads like a "theory for theory's sake"
discussion, while the (1975) article also addresses theory, but the real-world applications of the
generalizations that can drawn from the theory are much more potent. This potency comes in
large part from Callary's use of the "Labovian version" of the genre conventions of the
variationist article. The contrast between the two articles when viewed side by side also makes it
clear why so many researchers during the 1970s seemed more attracted to using the Labovian
model of variationist analysis rather than the "traditional" dialectology model, as practiced in the
pages of American Speech during Era II.
Studies published in the late 1960s and onward, through the mid-1980s, began to become
published in a variety of alternative outlets, as discussed earlier, given the seemingly reluctance
of American Speech to publish overtly Labovian sociolinguistic analyses, and also the tensions
occurring more generally in the field because of the "rift" that had emerged between the
Labovians and the traditional dialectologists. The main outlets publishing variationist work at
this point in journals were either Language or more often Language in Society. In addition,
NWAV conference working papers publications became a viable alternative, although less
preferred by some due to slow publication times (Tagliamonte, 2015). Because this is the case,
the bulk of the discussion for the remainder of this section and the next will be drawn from
articles published in these two journals.
The bulk of the research published throughout this time period presents findings in the
research article format using the same kinds of structural elements Labov's (1963) article does,
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albeit to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the topic under discussion. By and large, the
Introduction now becomes the area in which researchers tie the issue(s) they are investigating
both to previous data collection efforts (when available) as well as larger theoretical issues in the
field. For instance, in Wolfram (1974), the author ties his explicit discussion of how an analysis
of the occurrence of two linguistic variables (copula absence and the use of "habitual be") as they
are found in the speech of White and Black Southerners living side by side in a Mississippi
community to the larger issue of how African American Vernacular English (AAVE) is related
to Southern White English (SWE) and what this can tell us about the study of relationships
between dialects of the same language on a more general theoretical level. This allows Wolfram
to relate the material back to a larger, ongoing theory discussion that traces back to the work of
the Era I dialectologists while also relating to practical concerns at the time the study was
conducted. These practical concerns include addressing the debate of whether native speakers of
AAVE should be expected to learn to code-switch to using Mainstream US English (MUSE) in
schools, and if so, then what might be the most effective instructional approaches to do so? This
was an issue Wolfram himself was working on around that time (Wolfram, 1977; Wolfram &
Fasold, 1979).
If a theoretical issue had yet to be investigated, then variationist articles of the time would
discuss and justify explicitly why the topic should be of interest to variationists. For instance,
Trudgill (1972) discusses how recent sociolinguistic studies had started to report notable
differences in the use of sociolinguistic variants of linguistic variables in communities such as
Detroit, New York City, and Washington, DC, but no work had yet been done to determine why
this might be the case. Trudgill argues the answer resides in understanding differences in the way
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men and women perceive prestige and the way that prestige may be communicated using certain
linguistic variants versus others. Understanding the "why" of this relationship and how it impacts
language use patterns will thus open up a new door of understanding in linguistic studies and
also new avenues for future research, argues Trudgill.
As these examples demonstrate, and others we could draw from our larger corpus of
articles (e.g., Callary, 1975; Tway, 1975; Labov, 1981; Guy, 1981) across studies in Era II,
elaborated Introductions making full use of the CARS moves discussed by Swales (1990)
become the norm. Similarly, the kinds of elaborated Methods, Data Analysis, Discussion, and
Conclusion sections demonstrated by Labov (1963) now become standard. In addition, within
these sections, statistical analysis also becomes an established norm, since obtaining the most
nuanced understanding of language variation comes from understanding differences in usage
patterns among speakers of different social category backgrounds.
In the 1960s, the kind of statistical method employed in variationist studies was the
simple correlation method. That is, the frequency of usage among some group would be counted
up, and then the correlation of the social characteristic represented by that group and their pattern
of usage of a variant would be determined. To ensure that all possible instances of variant uses of
a variable were accounted for, Labov (1966/2006) introduced the "the principle of
accountability." Under this principle, researchers must account for "all possibilities" where a
variant might be used, not just those instances the researcher is interested in. For instance, to use
our "s-retraction" example again (Durian, 2007), if we are studying a speaker's variant uses of [s]
("s") vs. [S] ("sh") in the environment /_tr/ (as in the words "strong" or "strange"), then we must
count all the times they say [s] and all the times they say [S] that we are able to observe, not just
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those of the variant we might be interested in (say [S]). To determine the frequency, we then
need to add up all instances we observed and then calculate the variant usage. In other words, if
we observed 10 instances, and [s] was used 7 times while [S] was used 3, we would want to
know all that information. What this then tells us is that [S] is only used 30% of the time by a
speaker, while [s] is used 70% of the time. This gives us a very different perspective on the
pattern of usage than if we were to say simply "that speaker uses [S] in certain cases in /_tr/
words" without knowing how often the phrase "certain cases" refers to. In addition, if we only
counted those "certain occasions" and reported on them, it would likely give a false impression
to the reader that there are other alternatives, such as the use of [s] by that speaker.
As time went on, and Labov conceived of the "variable rule," the type of statistical
analysis used by analysts changed. This change became increasingly institutionalized by the field
with the advent of the VARBRUL statistical analysis computer program. Developed by the
linguist David Sankoff during the course of the 1970s, by the early 1980s, the program had
become reliable enough when run on ma inframe and personal computing applications that it
became the standard for linguistic analyses (Tagliamonte, 2015). This would actually be the case
for quite a number of years afterwards, with changes to statistical routines being used by
variationists not really beginning to be considered in any serious way until the mid-2000s
(Tagliamonte, 2015). Guy (1981) provides an excellent example for readers interested in seeing
what an early, full-fledged VARBRUL analysis of linguistic variation looks like compared to
earlier methods of analysis, such as correlational analysis.
As these examples demonstrate, articles following after the publications of Labov's
influential 1960s studies tend to use the same structural elements to communicate linguistic
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argumentation as those reports. The reason why appears to be fairly simple--the structure works
extremely well for making these kinds of arguments--a fact that seems confirmed not only by its
continued use, but also by the increasing interest in the results of sociolinguist studies written
following this structural "roadmap" outside of sociolinguistics, in fields such as anthropology,
education, and sociology. This is a trend I will return to in the following section.
Further evidence for the success of the structure comes in the form of its adoption,
gradually, in the formatting of "working papers" made available during the 1970s and 1980s
taken from NWAV presentations. As early volumes in this series show, much like publications
during Era I showed a wide variety of formats for the discussion and labeling of research results,
there was initially a wider variety of presentation approaches used for communicating
sociolinguistic study results in the working papers format, as well. However, as the 1970s rolled
on, the presentation format became more solidly fixed, and by and large, the standard format
used by the early 1980s resembles closely that being now regularly used in the different
published language journals. This can be seen by comparing Rickford (1973) and Guy (1981)
side by side.
Three other areas of expansion to the structural form of the genre of the variationist
research article involve the evolving use of headings and subheadings; the visual display of data
in tables, figures, charts, graphs, or plots; and the changeover to the use of the References
section, rather than footnotes, for bibliographic citations. In regards to headings and subheadings,
sections of papers and sections within sections tend to become more clearly marked off during
this time period, with the usual way of doing so being the use of named sections/subsections.
Certain sections, specifically the Introduction, are still not always named, as with the Era I
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studies, and the Methods section is not always explicitly named either, although the content is
included.
Visual displays become a significant component of the research articles during this
period, in particular, the use of charts, graphs, and plots, while in theoretical or theory-oriented
papers, figures. During this period, it is common to see the display of statistical results in tables
(e.g., Callary, 1975; Guy, 1981; Trudgill, 1972; Tway, 1975; Wolfram, 1974), while figures are
used to depict generative linguistic rules (e.g., Callary, 1975; Wolfram, 1974), spatial
relationships between geographic areas (via display within a map; e.g., Callary, 1975), or to
show "movement trends" in the trajectory of vowel classes during the course of a vowel shift
(e.g., Labov, 1981). Charts and graphs play a heavy role in plotting the social relationshiplanguage variant usage relationships, often for comparison between two groups or across
different linguistic or speech environments (e.g., Callary, 1975; Guy, 1981; Labov, 1981;
Rickford, 1973). All of these displays are used much more frequently than in the Era I studies, so
much so that literally every study that was surveyed for my corpus from Era II included at least
two data displays of some kind, whereas many studies I surveyed from Era I included none.
Finally, we also see a change in the genre of the variationist research article from using
footnotes as the primary citation method to the use of a formal References section, located at the
back of the article. This trend reflects a larger trend during this time, as all of the journals
surveyed show this format conversion. Language began using a References section in 1967.
American Speech soon followed, converting around 1973. Language Variation and Change
began publication in 1972 and articles had a References section from the first issue onward.
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5.2.3. Rhetorical Aspects of the Era II Research Texts
As the discussion of structural aspects of the Era II texts has made clear, following
Labov's arrival on the scene, the variationist research article showed a robust maturation as a
research area. Perhaps not surprisingly at the same time, fields outside of linguistics that might
find the results being discussed in these studies of interest--in particular, education, sociology,
and anthropology--began to do so to a much larger extent than during Era I. In part, this seems to
be related to the phenomena being investigated, but it also seems quite plausible to suggest that
the changes to the structure of the article, as well as changes to the rhetorical construction of the
arguments communicated within the article, were also responsible for the increased interest.
One of the significant changes to the article that resulted from the "Labovian revolution"
in studies of variation and change was the level of justification and explanation that was included
in the discussion of "why" the study was being carried out. In addition, the "how" was now much
more clearly specified in the Methods section. Both of these moves give the research a much
stronger sense of credibility than the Era I studies, with their often reduced Introductions and
Methods discussions. This establishment of ethos gives the work a stronger sense of scientific
flavor--and the addition of statistical analysis, especially via the "variable rule" approach
(especially when accompanied by an actual VARBRUL analysis)--makes the work come across
to readers as being more rigorous, thorough, reliable, and valid. The increased use of informative
data displays also made the communication of the more complex results easier to comprehend. In
addition, generalizations that can be drawn from the data are easier to see, both for the analyst
and the reader. For instance, consonantal conditioning influences on vowel variation patterns are
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now often much more transparent, a problem I discussed earlier for Era I studies. Of course, this
material makes the work convey stronger logos appeals to the reader, as well.
Another difference that sets the Era II material off from the Era I material rhetorically is
the practicality with which many of the results are discussed. As mentioned earlier, a variety of
the studies deal with practical communication issues that affect the education system (e.g.,
Wolfram, 1974), the workplace (Tway, 1975), and society on a more general level, via the
exploration of topics involving gender communication norms (e.g., Trudgill, 1972). Although
this was also the case with topics dealt with during the Era I studies, Era II authors often did a
better job of articulating this aspect of the study's results than Era I authors. In addition, linguists
did a better job of communicating how the broader implications of variationist studies
demonstrate linguistic facts about the underlying structure of languages, for example, the
mechanism of linguistic change in vowel shifts (e.g., Labov, 1981).
Via this series of shifts in emphasis and foci of the linguistics article as a scientific genre
of writing, we can see quantifiable evidence demonstrating the shift in the linguistics article from
writing concerned with linguistics as a primarily humanistic and descriptive enterprise to one
that was primarily scientific in nature. Although this increase in scientific emphasis began during
the Structuralist era of the 1920s and 1930s, the peak of the transformation came during the
period of the 1950s to the 1970s. It was during this time that, within studies of variation and
change, the diffusion of the scientific approach to the study of language began to spread and
diffuse into a variety of outlets due to the increasing range of publications in which the
variationist sociolinguistics article appeared. Via this shift, we see a robust example of how
genre conventions reveal the complex relationship of the social action of critical commentary
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and the social action of scientific study within the research article itself as a form of writing.
This is not to say that the research article was now perfect by the end of this era. Critics
of sociolinguistics studies of the time often argued that many studies suffered from data
representation problems. That is, the studies often did not use large numbers of speakers drawn
from the different social categories studied, and the amount of linguistic data obtained from
speakers (called "tokens") was often rather small. In addition, although the VARBRUL
technique of analysis was highly useful for conducting analyses, some argued that the technique
was sometimes misused in study, as the data did not fit the kinds of models employed during a
VARBRUL analysis (Johnson, 2008). In addition, a significant research technique now widely in
practice today--the acoustic instrumental measurement of vowel and consonant sounds--was only
in its infancy during this time period. Although researchers with large budgets could afford
equipment to perform instrumental analysis, most researchers in the field were using
impressionistic techniques of analysis. That is, they had to listen to realizations and then
carefully transcribe them by hand using the specialized IPA alphabet. Although some advances
to the technique had been made during the 20th Century, the method was still being used in the
1980s in much the same way it would have been used to transcribe data by traditional
dialectologists using the "ADS system" in the 1910s (Thomas, 2011). Improvements in all of
these areas, and more, which had not even been thought of yet in the 1980s, were still to come to
the field during Era III.

	
  

CHAPTER 6
ERA III (1985-2015): "RECONCILIATION" AND MODERN TIMES
During the mid-1980s and throughout the 1990s, many of the research and publications
trends discussed in Chapter 5 continued to typify the field of variationist sociolinguistics. During
this period, a gradual "reconciliation" between the traditional dialectologists and the Labovian
Sociolinguists also occurred. This happened in part because variationists began to take more of
an interest in publishing in American Speech during this time period. In addition, Raven
McDavid's death in late 1984 removed him from his position in the field as a principal voice that
fostered division between the camps with his criticisms of Labovian sociolinguistic methods. As
well, the eventual completion and publication of analysis work for the Atlas projects allowed
traditional dialectologists new freedoms to employ modernized methods, and many chose to start
using approaches more closely aligned with those of the Labovians in their post-Atlas data
collection efforts.
With the publication of Eckert (2000), studies of language variation and change began to
shift to placing an emphasis on identity and what we might call "the linguistic individual."
During this period, there was a marked shift in the field towards the post-modern,
deconstructionist approach to language use, adapting such an approach from gender studies.
Eckert, taking a cue from "third-wave" gender studies, began to discuss this turn as a being a turn
towards "third-wave" sociolinguistics. Although originally discussed by Eckert as early as 2004
on her Stanford web site, the most articulated version of her vision of "third-wave"
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sociolinguistics did not come until Eckert (2012).
The "third wave" approach has brought a change to the way language variation and
change scholars interpret the patterns in their data, with its emphasis on individuals as language
change agents who participate on a daily basis in "communities of practice"--speech
communities based on language practices. However, the analytical methods used by scholars
have remained mostly the same as they were during the earlier era (or "waves") of sociolinguistic
study. Analysts who have adopted a "third wave" approach generally still use similar statistical
methods of analysis, and they also still look at the impact of some set of social factors on
language use patterns, often vowel shifts showing variation. Thus, "third-wave" sociolinguistics
is ultimately a continuing of earlier approaches, rather than an approach representing a break
from tradition.
There has been a change in the last five to seven years in the way statistical analyses are
carried out in the field, but that is not due to the "third-wave" shift in perspective. Instead, it has
emerged out of a move not only within the "language variation and change" approach, but across
the field of linguistics more generally. This change involves the use of new models of statistical
analysis, such as linear mixed effects regression modeling (lmer) and multidimensional scaling
(Tagliamonte, 2015). These tools have been implemented because they are quite useful when
analysts attempt to work with "big data" or "large-scale" data sets. Since the mid-2000s, the field
has begun to move to analyzing larger data sets, using instrumental analysis tools that facilitate
faster analysis of digitized audio files, more detailed mapping of data in visual displays such as
vowel plots, and the mining of more data points from the instrumental data than ever before. This
includes not only phonetic data, but with the advent of text-driven digital rhetoric platforms like
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Twitter, Facebook, and Pinterest, syntactic and lexical data, as well.
Thus, the use of these more recent techniques and the shift to a "third-wave" perspective
have not necessarily meant a shift in the overall approach to, and goals of, the study of language
variation and change, since the Labovian "revolution" of the 1960s, but rather, they have led to a
refinement and modernization of the approach and goals. As such, the structure of the genre of
the linguistics article overall continues to be much like it has been since the 1980s, although the
content that appears within that structure has changed, given these updates and enhancements.

6.1. Situational Contexts of the Variationist Research Article During Era III
In 1985, a panel session at a specific research conference triggered what could be argued
to be a significant event in the eventual reconciliation of the fields of "traditional dialectology"
and Labovian sociolinguistics. This panel convened at the 1985 NWAV was entitled "Are Black
and White Vernaculars Diverging?" This topic drew a lot of attention from sociolinguists, as it
was a quite controversial topic. Some sociolinguists think the evidence of dialect differences to
be found among European Americans and Africans in present-day English are signs of the two
social dialects growing farther apart, while others think the evidence suggests they are becoming
more alike. Given the "hot button" nature of this issue, many sociolinguists suddenly found
themselves reading an issue of American Speech when these papers were published in it in 1987
(Fasold, et al., 1987), something that many had either not done before, or had not done perhaps
for some time (Tagliamonte, 2015). Although it would take another 10-15 years for American
Speech to become seen as a meaningful publication outlet for modern-day variationists, this 1987
issue presented a first step in that process.
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More generally, a movement towards diversification of publication outlets for variationist
work which began in the 1970s typifies this period, as well, and in fact, increases significantly as
one moves forward in time to the present day. One movement in this direction was the shift by
some variationists to begin publishing their work in The Journal of English Linguistics during
the mid-1980s. This movement had started as a result of some becoming frustrated with the lack
of publication outlets for variationist work outside of NWAV conference proceedings books.
This frustration among scholars would eventually lead to the publication of a new journal in
1989 focused specifically on the publication of variationist research called Language Variation
and Change. As discussed by Taglimonte (2015) in Making Waves, by the late 1980s, there was
becoming quite a backlog of papers that were set to appear in NWAV volumes that were not
finding their way to print, or when they were, the process was often quite slow. This was in large
part because of the nature of how the publication of the working papers worked. The NWAV
conference was not officially sponsored by any academic institution, and it was not organized as
a "formal society" the way the LSA or ADS were. As a result, publication of the working papers
volumes was often a labor of love by the various institutions that hosted NWAV during the
1970s and 1980s, published when resources and "person power" could be dedicated by that
institution to make the publication happen. Language Variation and Change was a journal
specifically created to publish papers that would have appeared in NWAV working papers
volumes otherwise, as a way of attempting to confront and break the publication "bottleneck"
that had developed (Tagliamonte, 2015). In the years since, Language Variation and Change has
developed into a regular publication vehicle for variationist work, regardless of whether that
work has been presented at an NWAV or not.
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In 1996, another variationist journal also began publication--The Journal of
Sociolinguistics. This journal also features variationist work, but the types of articles it tends to
feature place a stronger emphasis on "third-wave" social analysis of the linguistic data than the
articles that appear in Language Variation and Change. This has been particularly true since the
publication of Eckert's work on "Communities of Practice" in gender studies in the 1990s and her
2000 study of the linguistic habits of teenage "jocks and burnouts" living in the greater Detroit
area (Eckert, 2000).
Across the range of articles appearing in Language Variation and Change, The Journal of
Sociolinguistics, American Speech, The Journal of English Linguistics, Language in Society, and
Language (the latter two continue to occasionally publish variationist work, although both
publish a wide variety of other linguistics articles, as well), one continues to see the growth and
development of the genre of the linguistics article in variationist studies as it first began back in
the earliest days of Dialect Notes. This growth shows a linear progression from the earlier form
of the genre, even in the more diffused form that now appears across a broad range of journals.
As Miller (1984) or Swales (1990) would argue, this suggests that the form of the variationist
linguistics article has a strong degree of social and structural usefulness to variationist
researchers as a form of communication for the transmission and reporting of significant
scientific results of the field. As utilized in this present-day setting, the genre has now expanded
to incorporate new models of statistical analysis and new ways of analyzing and explaining the
social behaviors of speakers via the exploration of models of the construction and negotiation of
social identity via the "third wave" and "communities of practice" approaches to sociolinguistic
analysis. In addition, the genre has been expanded to incorporate computer-assisted analytical
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tools that facilitate "big data" analyses of linguistic data, such as the visual display of data using
complex visual arrays that display important vowel variation trends, the use of increasingly
sophisticated forms of instrumental acoustic analysis of audio data via programs such as FAVE
(Forced Alignment and Vowel Extraction) and PRAAT, and the use of automatic transcription
programs, such as DARLA (Dartmouth Linguistic Automation).

6.2. The Genre of Variationist Research Articles from Era III
For this section of our analysis, I draw on a variety of sample articles from several
journals, because, as with Era II, there is not simply one "chronicle of note" for this era. The
journals from which articles were taken include Language Variation and Change, The Journal of
Sociolinguistics, The Journal of English Linguistics, Language, Language in Society, and
American Speech. As with Sections 5.1.2 and 5.2.2, a side-by-side comparison of the articles
reveals a number of "core" genre features that the article share in common, as well as several
features that originally appeared in a reduced form in earlier published articles but which take on
an enlarged role during this period.

6.2.1. Era III Research Articles Analyzed
Examples of variationist articles and essays from this period demonstrating the
development of genre conventions from the first era of language variation and change studies
discussed in 6.1.2 and 6.2.2 include the following.:
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•

Wolfram, Walt, Kirk Hazen, and Jennifer Ruff Tamburro. (1997). Isolation within
isolation: A solitary century of African-American Vernacular English. Journal of
Sociolinguistics, 1.1: 7-38.

•

Dodsworth, Robin. (2005). Attribute networking: A technique for modeling social
perceptions. The Journal of Sociolinguistics, 9.2:225-253.

•

Eckert, Penelope (2008). Variation and the indexical field. Journal of Sociolinguistics,
12.4:453-476.

•

Cameron, Richard. (2010). Growing up and apart: Gender divergences in a Chicagoland
elementary school. Language Variation and Change, 22:279-319.

•

McCarthy, Corrine. (2011). The Northern Cities Shift in Chicago. Journal of English
Linguistics, 39.2:166-187.

•

Labov, William, Ingrid Rosenfelder and Josef Fruehwald (2013). 100 years of sound
change in Philadelphia: Linear incrementation, reversal and re-analysis. Language,
89:30-66.

•

Becker, Kara. (2014). The social motivations of reversal: Raised BOUGHT in New York
City English. Language in Society, 43.4: 395-420.

•

Newlin-Lukowicz, Luiza. (2014). From interface to transfer in language contact:
Variation in voice onset time. Language Variation and Change, 26.3:359-385.

•

Jones, Taylor. (2015). Toward a description of African American Vernacular English
dialect regions using "Black Twitter." American Speech, 90.4: 403-440.
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6.2.2. Structural Aspects of the Era III Research Texts
	
  
In regards to the structural aspects of the Era III research article, not much has changed in
the way of alterations or improvements from the Era II article already discussed. The same sorts
of general organization sections are relied on--Introduction, Methods, Data Analysis, Discussion,
and Conclusion; references are still being cited using a proper References section and in-text
citations, and the same sorts of data displays (figures, charts, graphs, and plots) also tend to be
used. This can be seen across the corpus of materials surveyed in this study, including articles
included in our case study sample. This includes articles drawn from all of the major variationist
linguistics journals publishing articles today (e.g., Wolfram et al, 1997; Dodsworth, 2005;
Cameron, 2010; McCarthy, 2011; Labov, et al., 2013; Becker, 2014; Jones, 2015).
One significant difference among these articles, however, is that vowel plots tend to
appear much more frequently in articles published since the early 2000s than at any time
previously in the field. This is primarily a result of the fact that the acoustic instrumental analysis
of vowel variation in variationist studies has increased significantly since the early 2000s, in
large part because this type of analysis is now significantly easier to do than ever before, due to
the release of the computer program PRAAT. PRAAT has made analysis easier due to the fact
that the program is free, and, although it does take some training to learn to use properly,
conducting an analysis using it is significantly easier for the novice to learn than earlier methods.
In addition, computational tools that facilitate the plotting of vowel systems once they
have been analyzed using PRAAT have become much more widely available, particularly during
the last seven to eight years, and a larger range of statistical tools to analyze this measurement
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data have become available in the last six to seven years. As a result, the amount of visual
displays involving the display of statistical analysis data has also increased, with the most
common displays now used being charts displaying the results of lmer (linear mixed effects
regression) analyses, in addition to VARBRUL and RBRUL analyses. (RBRUL is a modified
form of variable analysis that can be used with a wider variety of data types than standard
VARBRUL analysis.) Many of these more recent statistical techniques have been employed not
just because of the wider availability of acoustic instrumental measurement data, although this
has been a primary motivator. These techniques have also begun to be employed in response to
lingering criticisms in the field (since the 1980s) that VARBRUL analysis is not a good model fit
for some types of data analyzed in variationist studies. (See Section 5.2.2 for more details).
Beyond these changes, the general use of more or less the same structural elements of the
research article as during Era II suggests that sociolinguists may have found the right model of
genre conventions with which to discuss their results. This would make sense, given that the
mental schema activated by the model seems to match well with the genre expectations of
readers when they read a research study (Swales, 1990, 2003). At least, this is true for modern
Western readers, who, by this point in history, have become accustomed to this model as a
default for the discussion of research studies, as a result of it being used so widely across
research domains (Swales, 1990).

6.2.3. Rhetorical Aspects of the Era III Research Texts
	
  
Although it may be true that not much has changed since Era II regarding the structure of
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the research article in linguistics, a good deal has changed about the rhetorical aspects of how
variationist analyses are conducted and presented. These changes include the way statistical
analyses are used to support interpretations of the data patterns observed; the way data sets are
now being analyzed, with a turn to "big data" analytical approaches and models; and the change
in interpretative perspective to social models that place a stronger emphasis on individual
language usage patterns, the interaction of multiple social characteristics of speakers to explain
language behaviors, and postmodern perspectives on social identity formation being a
constructed and negotiated process.
In regards to the increased emphasis placed on the linguistic negotiation and construction
of identity, this emphasis began to be a feature of research in the field during the 1990s, with the
focus increasing during the 2000s, as work with a "third-wave" emphasis started to be completed
in the field. Initially, work within the area of language and gender studies began this focus, in
part through the conduct of research using the "communities of practice" model (Eckert &
McConnell-Ginet, 1992). This model focuses on the language practices of individuals and on
their participations in social groups centered on those practices. This provides linguists with a
way of studying the construction of social identity among individuals while also focusing on the
more classic patterns of the interaction of social factors and language use, as per the approach
taken by Labovian sociolinguists during the 1960s-1990s.
During the last decade, other approaches to "third-wave" study have also emerged along
side the "communities of practice" perspective. For instance, some linguists have focused on
individual practices (microsociological variation) utilizing social network models adapted from
sociology and anthropology (e.g., Dodsworth, 2005) or have taken a "hybrid" approach to the
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study of individual variation in context of the group, mixing aspects of Eckert's approach with
elements of the more traditional "Labovian approach" (e.g., Becker, 2014; Cameron, 2010).
Others have looked to the implementation of constructionist models of identity in fields such as
urban geography and have focused on the influence of speakers' conceptions of "place" on the
negotiation and projection of speaker identity throughout their language practices (e.g., Becker,
2009; Carmichael, 2014; Durian, 2012; Johnstone, 2004). This change in perspective has not
affected all variationist research in the field, however, and today, there is essentially a split, with
some researchers doing "third wave"-oriented research as discussed above, and others doing
work more closely aligned with the more traditional Labovian model.
Regardless of which branch of variationist analysis one does, many researchers in the
field have begun to adopt newer techniques for analyzing language variation and change. These
techniques include the acoustic instrumental analysis of data, as described earlier, and the
adoption of more recently created models of statistical analysis, such as linear mixed effects
regression (lmer) analysis, RBRUL analysis, and multidimensional scaling, also as described
earlier. The adoption of these models has influenced the types of analysis variationists produce,
as they allow patterns of variation to be more carefully analyzed and more deeply understood
than previous models, such as VARBRUL or correlational analysis.
In terms of instrumental analysis, researchers have also begun to use computer-assisted
analysis techniques, such as FAVE (Forced Alignment and Vowel Extraction), that allow them
to harness more linguistic tokens of the variables they wish to study than older techniques
allowed. For instance, a researcher conducting an instrumental analysis manually might locate
20-30 tokens of a particular variable they wish to study, and in doing so, might spend five to six
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hours. With the computer-assisted techniques, once the data is properly transcribed, 200-300
tokens can be located within 20-30 minutes, depending on the processing time of a researcher's
computer. By taking this "big data" analysis approach, researchers can gain a much more
detailed picture of the patterns of variation in their data, making for analyses that are also more
accurate.
Within the published research, one can see examples of many of these research trends in
action among the case studies selected for our corpus. Studies utilizing the "third-wave"
approach to data analysis include Dodsworth (2005), Eckert (2008), and Becker (2014). Studies
utilizing recent models of statistical analysis include Becker (2014), Newlin-Lukowitz (2014),
and Labov, et al. (2013). Labov, et al (2013) is also notable for being the first published study in
the field to utilize FAVE for computer-assisted vowel analysis.
Finally, Jones (2015) is interesting for using another brand new style of "big data"
analysis--the mapping of tweets posted on Twitter to determine dialect boundaries based on the
phonetic and grammatical information included in the tweets. This makes the study a kind of
21st-Century update on some of the oldest studies discussed in this thesis--the early efforts of
dialectologists like Grandgent (1896) who would try to do similar work using returned postal
surveys. Mapping of the data was accomplished using the statistical program R, a powerful tool
with which users can write their own code for to perform analyses that would probably not have
been possible to do 10 years ago. The study is also interesting because it represents one of the
first attempts of variationists to work within the relatively new field of digital rhetoric.

	
  

CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION
As this analysis of the genre of the linguistics article in studies of language variation and
change has now demonstrated, the genre conventions followed by the article in the present day
(2015) flows logically from its first appearance as a research form in Dialect Notes in the 1890s.
During the course of the past 125 years, the form has become expanded to incorporate
innovations that make the article more concise, more scientific, and more detailed than it was in
early iterations. At the same time, the original traditions of the form have continued to be
transmitted and diffused across time and different publication venues.
During the course of this time period, the linguistics article became transformed from a
form of writing that was essentially a kind of "discovery text," with a strong humanist quality, to
one that, today, is a robust example of a scientific text. Within the field of variationist
sociolinguistics, the genre is specifically that of a social science text. This changeover was
prompted heavily by the transformation of the field during the course of the 20th Century, with
the heaviest period of transformation occurring during the 1950s through 1970s. Spearheading
this change, as this analysis has now demonstrated, was the work of William Labov. However, as
this work has also shown, the transformation of the genre would not have occurred without the
rapid and extensive implementation of many of the changes first introduced by Labov in his
writings of the early to mid-1960s and early 1970s (particularly Labov, 1963, 1966/2006, 1972b;
as well as Labov, et al, 1972) by his students and colleagues during the 1970s and early 1980s.
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The adoption of these approaches led to the full transformation of the genre during this period,
with additional changes being made since the mid-1980s, during the third period of this analysis.
The adaptation of these methods and approaches led to the social transformation of the
expression of linguistic analysis as a strongly scientific endeavor, and it is this social action of
adoption that ensured the change to the genre became institutionalized by the field. In today's
world, this has led to the transformation of audience expectations of the genre of the linguistics
article, that it will feature robustly scientific work. These expectations appear to be leading to the
advancement of the types of rigorous statistics, analysis methods, and data display usage that
have now come to typify the genre in the last 10-15 years, as well as the shift to "big data"
analysis approaches, a movement which reflects a much larger shift in scientific analysis across
research domains since the early 2000s (Mayer-Schonberger & Cukier, 2013).
As this analysis has also demonstrated, the study of the genre of the linguistics article has
proven interesting not only as a contribution to the ongoing study of "useful historiography"
(Koerner, 2004) in the field of linguistics itself, but also because of the contributions this study
makes to the field of genre studies. First, the hybrid approach taken by this study, which
combines several different approaches to genre analysis, has allowed me to take multiple
perspectives on the genre of the linguistics article that have been quite informative. Not only has
this approach allowed us to see how the structure and organization of the linguistics article has
evolved over time, but also, it has allowed us to understand more deeply the situational contexts
surrounding its development, as well as the implications of these changes to genre as social
action.
Second, this study provides the field with a needed follow-up to Bazerman's (1988) study
of scientific writing in the hard sciences. As discussed earlier in this thesis, this study of the
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historical development of the genre of the linguistics article over time allows us to see a
significant example of how genre conventions can and do track the social action of critical
commentary versus the social action of scientific study within a given field of study. Linguistics
provides a unique field of study from which to view this example, as linguistics is a field that
transformed so quickly from a humanistic enterprise to a scientific enterprise. As documented
here, this change took less than 100 years to occur, and once it was underway, the transformation
of the field was rapid and absolute.
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